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A,A.G., Annual Gonference”Participation:
. The ‘Spatial Dimension
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ABSTRACT: = Attendance at AAG Annual.Conferences has come under
much discussion recently, This paper analyses the spatial pat-
terning of conference participants at the Los Angeles, Louisville,
Philadelphia and New Orleans, meetings. g . -

't ". . ’ . i
- ‘. The 1981 neeting/of the Assgciation of ‘merican™Seographers .
S o : A O S .o .
‘% in Los Angeles'assemhledja'récprd érowd of.geographers for 4 west
Lo, A v « 2, N 6. - ¥ - A «
coast location, up_some 650 persons from the 1350 thiat attended
- " ‘ . -
the Seattle convantion rn 1974 Q’QN Along with this.increase in
o the~number of registrants has been the increaSe-rh the number of

IS

6’-
conference partlcipanﬁs. While soméncriticize the open type of

- - -

- ,convention it must be admitted that, it has enabled geographers to

h .

freely présent ileas and'permitted many to extricdte funds for="

, SERDEEE S . - )
travel by having -their names placed on the conference program.

L °

While it lS not the intention of this paper to debate the pro 's..

. » .
o

and'con s of the _open ‘type convention, this debate did raise in-

s'~
«
-

teresting questlons as 'to the national. distributional patterns

f)rmed by conference participants and wHether the spatial pat-

terns change with'the location.of each annual meeting. )
- - c
.

. ‘In order to assess the spatial patterning of cgnference
v .
participants attending AAG annual meetings, the four most recent

Yt

conventions were selected (Los Anggles in 1981, Louisville in

£
1980, Philadelphia in 1979 and New -Orleans im 1978); These sites
ﬂﬁ . 7
o . . .
represented a range of logations, hoth north and south, as well

as east and west, upon whi;ch to basegthe stug The use of, the
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term Yconference participant" requires some clarification and
2l N . . A
used here it was defined asg a person whose name appeared on the

. conference program as pre!enting a paper, chairing a sess10n,

RTINS . 3

. . , el '°‘ h .
-~ - . operating a_workshop or the like1(2): ‘Care waS‘taken/to make

P-4 . -

- - v ' T N~ . . .
.. ‘ only one-notatidh for 'those persons whosge name appeareﬁ in phe
~ v . > y) . . ’ P

- . ) . ' Y N . L.
. : - - A, s Y .
: program more than once. . R s LT N
- - - >t ’ N - L |
- . , \

In thlS prelim@nary analysis two oﬁ;the most common vari-

"
N

ables 1n m1gratlon studles were utillzed \\?19 the size of the
AN

LIS population at the polnt of origin, and (il) the dlstance to the
. destination. For each of the years under review the D1rectorx
. L ; - of - College Geography of the Un1ted States (3 4) was' utilized

to determine the .number of full time,geography faculty in each

c

state; this variable represented the‘population'mass-of each

state or origin area., Desire line measures were used to ascer-
. N .
{ tain distance factors and were calculated from the geographical
. ) s o o B
center, of each state to each conferencéscity.’ The qtudy was

> N ’
<

. ‘ " restricted to the\coterminous pSK. . : « *
-j:-* As may be seen fromjfhe maps th;‘spafial patterning of the
) -, number of conference participants didznot vary dramatically from
. . ’
year to year, 1nsp1te of the fact that some of.the conferehce
o locations were over 3,000 miles apart‘ This phenomenon can be .
ﬁff f accounted for by the fact that those s;ates-with the largest
- ) numbers of fu11 t.ime geographe;s tend to’ send‘the largest con~
tingents of participants to.the annual.meetings.raThis fact'orﬁ°a
- ~ , e ¢ ; o ) o ' \
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is further supported by the high correlation coeffidients repre-

* - ¢ ; ) .
senting the relationship between the numbers of conferenge partic-

ipants and the number of full time geographers 'in each state (see

Table I). It was noted, therefore,. that states in the Midwest
through to New York were consistently ranked high in theit 1evels

*

of eonfexence participants, as were.California and Texas, Although

L ] - .
the lbcation of the conferepee did increase participation numbers

from'nearby states ‘this factor did hotsignificéntly influence the
overall spatial patterns, of ﬁartgcipants. This phenomenon'was

born out by the fact that the relationship between increasing dis-

tance from the conferencé site and the number of conference partic-

- ]

ipants a1though negative and sxgnifying distance decay, was,nbt

{
gignificant at the 0.05 gonfidence 1eve1. Thus the function of

. .

I - . -
. P
PR !

distance, from -the conference site was not a variable to be consid-
iy N ~ -' . R L) ' Y
ered as important’‘in this spatial patterning.
¥

A vis&alzcomparison of the maps indicated that there wgs'some .

degree similarity between the spatial patternipg of the pumbere'of

conference participantg at each of annual meetings of the'AAg
under review and Jto test thlS hypothesis Table II was calculafed

-
o

The Coefficient of Géographical Association (sometimes ca11ed the
-
Coefficient of thkage o;,the Index of dissimilaritya depending

upon the precise nature of the formula utilized) was used in~ the

- v
.

following'formi
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wher?: Xy and'Yi are the areal otcurrences being investigated X,

\ . em

and Y. are.the tota} occurrences in all’ areas. Since a low read- B

v

~

ing or the scéle 0-"100 indicates a.high level of association be-
. - 1 - a v & -

tween any two patterns-being investt§ated, it-may be stated_that

there is a, measureable degree of spatial correspondence between
CIY . e .

-

~
- &

the patterns of éarticipants at the four conferences. .

»

J It“ﬁould seem from the foregoing that the location of the AAG

. . > - /
annual meeting does little to change the distributional, pattern of

-
t

conference participants, Furthermore, it would-seem that those

states which house the greatest .numbers of full time geographers

‘I

.

annual ‘meetings and that the infiluence of distance in this spatial .
. , » .

e N .

paﬁferning is of only limited significance.
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I L ; TABLE I ‘ ’
.. Correlation Analysis
< Conference Participénfs'and Conference Participants
Conference the Number of Full . and Distance from the
. Location. - Time Geographers Conference Location
- R . P
) Ney Orleans +0,9132% . -0.0260-
Philadelphia +0,8862% -0,1798
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TABLE TI

-~

Coefficients of Geographical Association
Between the Four Conference Distributions

.  New Orleans Philadelphia
o m ] .
New Orleans - ——
‘Philadelphia 13,22 - =
Louisville ‘14,10 12,23,

Los Angeles 17.31 ~18.60
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